PLANNING COMMISSION

Department of Planning and Development Services

P.O. Box 27210 Tucson, Arizona 85726-7210

Approved by Plannin@€ommission on

Date of Meeting: September 2, 2009

The meeting of the City of Tucson Planning Commoigsivas called to order by
Catherine Applegate Rex, Chair, on Wednesday, 8dme2, 2009, at 7:01 p.m., in the
Mayor and Council Chambers, City Hall, 255 W. AlataeStreet, Tucson, Arizona.
Those present and absent were:

ROLL CALL

Present:

Catherine Applegate Rex, Chair Member at Large,d/Bar
Brad Holland, Vice Chair Member, Ward 6

Kevin Burke Member at Large, Ward 3
Rick Lavaty Member at Large, Ward 1
Joseph Maher, Jr. Member at Large, Ward 6
Shannon McBride-Olson Member, Ward 2
William Podolsky Member at Large, Ward 4
Mark Mayer Member, Ward 5

Daniel J. Williams Member, Ward 1

Craig Wissler Member, Ward 3

Absent:

Thomas Sayler-Brown Member, Mayor's Office

Staff Members Present:

Ernie Duarte, Planning and Development Serviceedior

Jim Mazzocco, Planning and Development Servicesrithg Administrator
Tom McMahon, Principal Assistant City Attorney

Joanne Hershenhorn, Planning and Development ®enliead Planner
Adam Smith, Planning and Development Services cRrat Planner
John Beall, Planning and Development Services cipah Planner
Rebecca Ruopp, Housing and Community DevelopmeintgiPal Planner
Chris Kaselemis, Housing and Community Developm&dtninistrator
Norma Stevens, Planning and Development Servieesegary

Erin Morris, Planning and Development ServicesjdttoCoordinator
Roseanne Bent, City Clerk’s Office, Recording Stecxe
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MINUTES FOR APPROVAL: May 20, 2009

It was moved by Commissioner Lavaty, duly seconded carried by a voice
vote of 10 to 0 (Commissioner Sayler-Brown abséatapprove the May 20, 2009,
minutes as submitted.

MINUTES FOR APPROVAL.: July 1, 2009
Minutes were not available

WEST UNIVERISTY NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN AMENDMENT (PA-09- 02)
MAIN GATE V, TYNDALL/SECOND ST. (STUDY SESSION)

John Beall, Planning and Development Services Defeaut, Principal Planner,
stated his presentation, would outline the propose@ndment. He said the project,
Main Gate V, was part of thdain Gate Development, located at the southeastecaf
Tyndall Avenueand Second Street in the West University Neighbodhadjacent to the
University of Arizona, which was a block boundedtte north by Second Street, to the
east by Park Avenue, to the south by University |IBeard and to the west by Tyndall
Avenue. He added thelan called for the area as a pedestrian commerciaiaistHe
stated thaJniversity Area Plarand theGeneral Planalso recognized that the University
of Arizona (U of A) was a regional activity centeHe stated what the applicant was
requesting was to amend the neighborhood planltevaior an increase to building
height and it should be noted that the proposed Uses of the project, commercial uses,
were in compliance with the direction of thiéest University Neighborhood PlarHe
said the applicant wanted to develop the site &ithine-story building withrOCR-1
zoning, which allowed the maximum height of one dnadl forty feet. He added the
applicant currently had development rights for @ehing that allowed the height of
seventy-five feet. He stated the proposed projpgbich was part of the Main Gate
Development, to the east there was a five-storidimg which had U of A retail uses on
the first floor and the upper four floors were U Af offices. He said the other
surrounding buildings were one- and two-story kingd of commercial, retail and
restaurant use and the Marriott, to the west, virzes-stories, approximately ninety feet in
height. He added currently, the parking for therelWest Main Gate Development was
at the Tyndall Avenue garage which was about twadhed forty feet south. He said the
parking was provided by Board of Adjustment cas®-0Q-31. The proposed project
would have one or two underground parking facsitend would supplement some of the
parking for the hotel and highly increase the heigHe said the uses for the building
would be commercial, educational, and a theatdrwoald be for students’ use, as well
as, the public and hotel use.

Mr. Beall stated the area between Euclid Avenue &adk Avenue, from
Speedway Boulevard to University Boulevard, wasvikmas a transition zone under
policy 1.B.10 in theNestUniversity Neighborhood Plawhich limited the height in the
transition from one to forty feet. He said evewouph the amendment area was a
pedestrian commercial district, also proposed waslkey line to increase multi-model
transportation. If the land use map were to bé&dmamut, the applicant’s site would be in
a commercial area and the transition area was predbely commercial and institutional
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land use. He said staff recommends the Planningndssion set the item for Public
Hearing at its next meeting. He provided some @sed amendment language on how
the applicant might amend tan understanding that this was a study session item a
this time.

The Proposed Amendment Language included:
. Neighborhood Conservation — Policy 1.B.10

o  Limit building heights west of Euclid Avenue to thallowed by
zoning on August 1, 1988.
o Allow maximum building heights of forty feet in theansition area
between Park and Euclid Avenues.
Exception:

. The building height for the property located at stoeitheast corner of the
intersection of Tyndall Avenue and Second Streety e increased to a
building height of one hundred and forty feet.

Tom Warne, Marshall Foundation, stated the MaineGadquare, covered four
blocks between Euclid and Park Avenues, the atlehé¢ south of University Boulevard,
north to Second Street, was presently compriseshefhundred thirty thousand square
feet of retail space, two hundred thirty thousagdase feet of office space, and two
hundred sixty-five thousand square feet for therM#trHotel, which included twelve to
thirteen thousand square feet of meeting spacenvamchundred fifty-five rooms, for a
total square footage of six hundred twenty-fiveuend feet. The parking spaces in the
two garages were approximately twenty-two thousgght hundred fifty square feet. He
said what was being contemplated was two hundfedtfiousand square feet of retail
and hotel expansion with additional parking. Hatesi the present zoning called for a
three-story building, which was more than a threeysheight due to the use of the
zoning. The ground level was zoned for retail oselclevel for a theater and third level
for office use. He added that the office use wdddleleted from the plan.

Mr. Warne presented and discussed the followingste

Phase 5 — underground parking

Level 1 — hotel, retail, theater and education

Level 2 — theater

Levels 3-9 — hotel suites

Garage (1,050 spaces) on Second Street and Fuditlie

Office building, 1,080 square feet, to be occupigdhe U of A.

Bridge from garage to the office building.

Pedestrian transition within the area

Historic Buildings within the area: Old Geronimouiling, Urban

Outfitters Building and Gentle Ben's.

Fourth Street garage — 1,780 spaces

° Bridge over Park Avenue and University Boulevasdstudents can walk
over directly to the theater
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° Added complex would allow the U of A to doubleitr&tudent enroliment
in media arts.

° Support from the U of A and the West University igidorhood
Association.

° Support from staff and the Mayor.

Commissioner Williams asked about the lot to bét ko, that was currently used
for parking and was full most of the time. He stid new development was going to
require a substantial amount of parking. He staedvanted to know how parking was
going to be addressed and was there adequate gddkserve the entire area including
the new hotel.

Mr. Warne stated the present zoning for that araa r&tail on level one, theater
and office on level two, and parking was locatedh® Fourth Street garage. He said it
was obviously convenient, even though the parkingvhs all broken up and some paid a
fee to park. He stated the parking for that blaels registered in a deed of trust with the
Arizona Board of Regents when the zoning was pgidace. The reason a deed of trust
was filed for the Fourth Street garage was to gleyiarking for that area and to pose as
a higher authority, down the road, so parking cautd be taken away. He said the
additional parking needed, other than what was aoweuld be provided by the hotel by
means of underground parking. He said one thiagtisent hotel had experienced with
their two hundred fifty-five room facility was th#éttey only had one hundred spaces in
the garage built on Euclid Avenue and Second Strésast of the time, there was not
one car per room. He added the additional parkiagded for the hotel would be
provided on site underground.

Commissioner Williams asked if what he was hearirgs that the big parking
garage was built exclusively for the new squarestigpment.

Mr. Warne stated that was not what he was saykhg.said the parking that was
needed for the zoning, since it was a high pedestiea; a variance was provided for a
certain number of parking spaces needed for thatkbl Those spaces were provided in
the Fourth Street garage and by a deed of truktté Arizona Board of Regents. The
four floors of the Louise Fulcra Marshall Buildiran Park Avenue were offices and
teaching facilities for the U of A. Most Employebsught permits to park at the
Speedway Boulevard and Park Avenue garage.

Commissioner Williams stated he still did not urstend. He wanted to clarify
what Mr. Warne was saying was additional parkinguddobe built underground to
accommodate the commercial or hotel portion ofpifttgect. He asked how many rooms
and parking spaces were going to be projected.alsteasked if any additional parking
for the rest of the businesses would be accommddiatine Fourth Street garage and if it
would be adequate enough. He asked if bicycles lamsl pull outs would be
accommodated as well.

Mr. Warne stated it was not certain the numbermofns, but would be up to one
hundred fifty-five and projected up to one hundféty-five spaces. He said the
additional parking in the Fourth Street garage wolé adequate for the rest of the
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businesses. He added he was trying to reducenggafir grocery centers, so the idea
was to make it where one could park and walk akbtodwo. He said accommodations
for bicycles with plenty of bike racks and bus puits for other modes of transportation
would be made.

Commissioner Mayer stated the staff report inditgielicy direction was from
1988 for theWest University Neighborhood Plavhich was originally adopted in 1982
and updated in 1988. He said he wanted clariioain the next staff report, whether the
provisions the applicant was seeking to change \rera the originalPlan in 1982 or

the meeting that the Commissioners had not receivéel said he wanted to make sure
they received all of the necessary materials wittirtpackets so not to be surprised with
new information during the meeting. He stated éhkad been many text and map
amendments dating back to 1982 and would like tmtmemed if any of the amendments
to thePlan affected the main gate and surrounding area. dkedathe year the Marriott
Hotel had been built and if it was built under haahing or built before the forty foot
policy was adopted.

Mr. Warne stated the Marriott Hotel was built tezags ago along with all of the
buildings shown, before the 1982an. He said they were all built in the 1990’s orlgar
2000's. He added the two garages were over fay, fthe office building on Euclid
Avenue was seventy-five feet and the office buidon Park Avenue was seventy-five
feet which did not count the cooling towers. Hatext there were several buildings built
after the 198lan that were over forty feet. He said the originahrkibtt Hotel was
built under hard zoning, zoned by the Mayor andr@du He added the block was also a
specific ordinance by the Mayor and Council justtes present block being discussed,
was under a separate ordinance which was diffarehspecific.

Commissioner Mayer stated when an item went backthe Planning
Commission; he would like the staff report to iredee amendments to the plan or any of
the relevant approvals so the commission could Wware of the progress of the
implementation. He said he wanted to know if theiversity garages, built by the
University, submitted their plans for any kind afuctesy review or did the University
build their structures under their State immunityl anot pay much attention to the City.
He asked if they went through a review processe® it they would comply with City
zoning regulations.

Mr. Warne stated he could not speak for the Unitsetsut he was the project
manager for two of their garages that were built fee University and for the
development of the Main Gate Square, which wasaigg by the U of A. He said back
in the late 1980's, early 1990’s, the U of A losloa of the top students in the State to
Arizona State University (ASU). He added an etidy had been done under President
Pacheco that showed development in Tempe was ltinmgtudents to that area. This
made the Main Gate Square development all the paos#ive and because the Marshall
Foundation gave five percent of their net assaievalway every year even when it was
not the easiest thing to do. He stated sixty pdroethose funds went to students, in the
form of three hundred scholarships to Tucson resiti@h schools, and other causes at
the U of A. He said the garages were built with trevelopment idea happening and
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with the City’s knowledge since they had to worksgly with staff to obtain parking
variances due to the high pedestrian area andtgerisiormitories. The University did
not go through a review process with the City, ttegages were built under State
authority; but they did go through the neighbortmo#ie added the neighborhoods were
very involved with the Fourth Street garage, thestMdniversity Neighborhood, the
Historic Review board and he worked on the desigd submitted to the University
which had won two design awards.

Chair Rex asked in the event the rezoning from @43ch allowed seventy-five
feet, to OCR, which allowed one hundred and foegtf did not go through, could the
applicant still build with the one hundred fortyotdimitation in a C-3 zone.

Jim Mazzocco, Planning and Development Servicaacipal Planner, stated the
applicant could. He said the applicant would batkd to the maximum height in a C-3
zoning of seventy-five feet.

Chair Rex asked if the applicant did not get appdofor the rezoning and they
had to go back to seventy-five feet, would theyehtovgo through the process again.

Mr. Mazzocco stated the applicant would have teratieir plan to accommodate
the seventy-five foot limitation and would not hawego through the process again.

Commissioner Podolsky asked how many rooms woulthkibe new hotel and
how many levels would the below grade parking idelu He said if the parking would
be completely submerged or would any part be aboage.

Mr. Warne stated there would be up to one hundifgfive rooms. In the
present hotel, there were two hundred fifty-fivide said the underground parking was
anticipated to have two levels and be completeibnsrged.

Commissioner Williams stated that tRéan would generate more traffic in the
area; he wanted to know if any improvements haad béentified to help move traffic
through the area such as turn lanes.

Mr. Warne stated he was in the process of a traftiicly for contemplation of
removing the office space and adding hotel rooi@$her than that, there had not been
any discussion on traffic mitigation. He said tiodel would have their own turn lane for
guests who would be checking in or out. He adtiedpresent hotel, with two hundred
and fifty-five rooms, rarely had their one hundrederved parking spaces in the garage
at Euclid and Second Street full at any given tirkke said it was a high occupancy hotel
with most guests arriving without cars. He stateinew hotel would have longer stays
with a different population. He added the curneopulation was spread out, not being
concentrated or staying at the present MarriotélhoHe said the study would show the
need in order to have the concentration remaiheratea.

Chair Rex stated depending on the outcome of thidrstudy, through the
rezoning process, the applicant may end up havingdd those things such as
improvements to help with the increased traffic.
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Commissioner Williams stated, in other words, tippl@ant has to provide a
traffic impact analysis to show what would be happg with the intersections and if
needed would staff require mitigation.

Ernie Duarte, Planning and Development Servicesgdir, stated assuming the
Planning Commission forwards a recommendation ® Rkhayor and Council for
approval to amend thé®lan and assuming the Mayor and Council approves the
amendment, the rezoning process includes sendmdPldn to multiple agencies for
review of the request, he anticipates a trafficagtpanalysis would be required. He said
the analysis would identify some of the deficiesdigat would need to be addressed and
be mitigated in some way.

Mr. Mazzocco stated the area would have two statfonthe modern street car,
one on Park Avenue and one on University Bouleva®d, it would become one of the
most transit oriented areas of the City.

Commissioner Maher asked if the applicant was beento build all the way up
to the one hundred forty foot limit. He said itp@ared architectural character would be
kept with the rest of the Marshall Foundation biuid$ around the area.

Mr. Warne stated, if it went the full amount, it wd only go one hundred thirty
feet, eight inches. He said it would depend otinéfre would be one hundred fifty-five
rooms or if it went down to one hundred thirty-faopoms. Then it could wind up going
only one hundred twenty feet. He added the charagbuld remain the same as the
other Marshall Foundation Buildings. He statediauld be very nice and may be better
looking than the present Marriott Hotel. He saidiiil be brick all the way through the
level of the theater, would have a strong cap erbthilding even though it would be one
hundred twenty to one hundred thirty-one feet, tnede would be an open space above
the theater for barbeques and outdoor meeting sphah would face the Luis Fucar
Building blocking the sun from the west. He addeaould be a real activity center and
the theater designed to be very interactive.

Commissioner Maher asked if the information waserthat the improvements
along Mill Avenue at ASU was what attracted studentere the suggestions made by the
Marshall Foundation for improvements to enhancebibelevard as well the ability to
attract students to the U of A

Mr. Warne responded affirmatively.

Chair Rex asked if the information requested by @isrioner Mayer regarding
the report could be distributed electronically.

Commissioner Mayer clarified that he did not waopies of everything. He
stated he only wanted important information suchs@gare footage, height and other
statistical information that was shown during theeting in the presentations that the
Commissioners had not received. He said a sumstaagt of that type of information
would be helpful.
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Chair Rex asked for a motion to set the item foblipuhearing at the next
Planning Commission meeting.

It was moved by Commissioner Mayer, duly secondedi carried by a voice
vote of 10 to 0 (Commissioner Sayler-Brown abstmget the item for Public Hearing at
the next Planning Commission meeting.

MILES NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN (STUDY SESSION)

Rebecca Ruopp, Housing and Community Developmeimicipal Planner, stated
she was present on behalf of Gina Chorover whonw#éled on theMiles Neighborhood
Plan (MNP) for the past 8 months.

Ms. Ruopp included the following in her presentatio

» As of 2006, there were twenty-eight NeighborhoodnB] and
seventeen Area Plans, most created ten to tweatg ygo

* 2006 City initiated a Neighborhood Plan Prototypejétt Goal
was to refine Neighborhood Plans to set goals,cigsj and
strategies that could be used by the City to revlamd use
proposals and by the Neighborhood for communityettgyment

 Two neighborhoods were selected to develop plansarivbnte
and Jefferson Park

« The Miramonte and Jefferson Park Neighborhood Plaese
completed and approved over a two-year period

» The process developed through the prototype proyest used to
create the MNP

The MNP Process:

* Planning process began in late 2008 - initiatedabgroup of
neighborhoods with assistance from Ward V and doatdd by
Comprehensive Planning Division of Housing and Camity
Development

e Survey of neighborhood property owners, residebtsinesses,
and organizations conducted

* Eleven member Citizen Steering Committee formedoubh
application process

» Six Steering Committee meetings have been held

» Six meetings for the general public have been held

» Landscape Design Workshop held at two differeneim

» Draft Plan being finalized for presentation at fafnpublic
meeting later in September

Ms. Ruopp described the area where the Miles Neidgidnd was located. She
stated it was centrally located near Downtown, l@rgity, the Arroyo Chico Wash, and it
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had a grocery store close by. She said there weargy businesses located within the
neighborhood.

Ms. Ruopp showed some demographic statistics inphesentation of the total
population in the area from the 2000 census. Saéeds the population was
approximately twelve hundred, total number of hguagproximately five hundred with
the median value of about ninety thousand doll&@ke added another issue she wanted
to point out was the stability of the neighborhaaing home ownership as one of the
criteria. She presented a graph which indicated tiee owner occupied housing had
gone down from 1980 to 2000. She stated it wal atie of the really stable
neighborhoods in those terms compared to othehheitpoods such as Jefferson Park or
Miramonte where the percentages were differente sgtid one of the impressive things
about Miles that the neighbors talk about was ithadd a number of architectural styles;
a nice mixture that mirrored many styles aroundsbac She said an important focal
point for the neighborhood was the school, the M. C which was referred to as Miles
School. She stated the school was not a neighbdrlchool, it was a school done by
lottery so not all children in the neighborhood Icoattend. She added that the school
was very generous in making space available fortingse The principal of Miles was
very active in the MNP process and most of theietings were held at the school. She
said the land uses were generally residential jesifagmily, medium density and included
Tucson Unified School District (TUSD) and Cherneldi as well as some commercial
along Broadway Boulevard. She stated the zonifigated similarly to what the land
uses were. Staff worked together with the neighbods to create an inventory of the
connections, the lack of connections and otheigththat needed to be finished up. She
added another big project in the area was the Bragpdoulevard corridor which voters
approved as part of the Regional Transportatiomavitty (RTA) Plan.

Ms. Roupp’s presentation also included the folloykey issues:

* Increase in number of rental and investment pragsernd decrease in
owner-occupied properties

» Preservation and Maintenance of Neighborhood His®esources

* Upcoming RTA Broadway Widening Project

* Arroyo Chico Master Plan

» Pedestrian Friendly Facilities and Measures

Ms. Ruopp reviewed comments from people in the himghood. She said the
neighborhood spent a lot of time and energy comipgvith the neighborhood vision
statement which helped led them to the developroétthe goals and strategies. The
following was the vision statement of the Miles glddorhood:

The Miles Neighborhood will become an even moreairil, healthy, and
safe community. It will celebrate its historic tepcultural diversity and
multi-generational population. It will function aa family-friendly
neighborhood with a stable mix of homeowners, mnteand
complementary businesses and institutions. TheHh¥eidnood will strive
to meet the needs of current and future residents.
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= Protection and Enhancement of Neighborhood Assets

= Continuation and Improvement of Collaborative
Relationships and Community Involvement

= Response to Change

Ms. Ruopp included the goals and goal policiedefrteighborhood:

Goal #1

* Neighborhood Preservation and Enhancement — Peesttte@ Miles
Neighborhoods’ unique character, landscapes, astdrtgally significant
buildings.

Goal #1 Policies
» Encourage consistent maintenance of public anataigroperty.
» Protect the historic and residential character diviérse architectural
styles of buildings in the Miles Neighborhood.

Goal #2

* Compatible Development — Ensure that residentiainroercial, and
public development projects, both within the irteriand along the
perimeter of the Neighborhood, are compatible wlith character of the
Miles Neighborhood.

Goal #2 Policies
e Promote infill development that is consistent witte Neighborhood’s
character and vision. This vision includes:

0 Neighborhood stability and maintenance of balareteveen owner-
occupied and tenant occupied residences.

o A mix of land uses that contributes to the traditibcharacter off the
Neighborhood

o0  Carefully designed transitions between land uses

o A safe, attractive and functional pedestrian emviment

o Green and sustainable development (e.g., wateresting, energy
conservation, alternative energy sources, alternatedes of
transportation)

0o  Maximum use of native and/or drought tolerant piaaterials

o  Full involvement of residents and stakeholders ieighborhood
decisions

0  Support the development of compatible businessdsiratitutions
that serve the needs of the Miles Neighborhood emzburage the
location of these along major arterial roads when@ossible

0  Support roadway improvements that are consistetit thie Miles
Neighborhood’s character and vision

Goal #3
° Neighborhood Infrastructure Improvements
o0 Enhance the beauty, safety, and environmentalinabiity of the
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Miles Neighborhood and improve the quality of Iffe current and
future Neighborhood residents by improving amesijtienhancing
infrastructure, encouraging sound environmentalctmas and
creating a safe, attractive, and pedestrian-orienggghborhood.

Goal #3 Policies
e Complete the network of Neighborhood infrastruetuncluding all
sidewalks, handicap ramps, bus stops, and stretstlignd develop a
plan for improving all alleyways.
e Protect and improve the physical elements of tlledWeighborhood
such as public landscapes and streetscapes.
e Protect, maintain and expand outdoor recreatiamal open space,
including parks, trails, and gathering spaces.
e Reduce cut-through traffic and traffic speed oreMliNeighborhood
local streets and abate parking problems
e Pursue Miles Neighborhood sustainability practitkat encourage
environmental stewardship, conservation of ressurcand
responsiveness to future changes in climate
e Maintain easy access and connectivity to the Usitye of Arizona,
downtown Tucson, surrounding neighborhoods and oerciad
centers, public transit and major roadways
Goal #4
e Community Development
o Enhance the sense of community, identity and pafethe Miles
Neighborhood, and maintain and promote interacti@iween
Miles Neighborhood stakeholder groups and govermahen
education and civic organization whose activiti@spact the
Neighborhood.

Goal #4 Policies

e Support and involve the Miles Neighborhood resident programs
that improve their quality of life

e Support a plan for Neighborhood crime prevention

e Build relationships with organizations that carfeef the future and
quality of life in the Miles Neighborhood, such #t Barrio San
Antonio Neighborhood Association, University of 2oha, Tucson
Unified School District, City of Tucson, and Pimauity

Ms. Ruopp stated that while she had presentechalgbals and policies of the
Plan, she had not presented the strategies, which wasiEdlly recommendations for
how the policies might be met. She said staff moends that Planning Commission set
the item for Public Hearing at its meeting.

Jamie Sumner, stated he wanted to acknowledge plecai people on the
Steering Committee, Joann Phillips and Corky Postée thanked and acknowledged
Council Member Leal because without his suppom, item would have not come to
fruition. He also thanked Rebecca Ruopp, Gina @ren; and Chris Kaselemis for their
hard work and help on the project. He stated hetfevas needed to take a proactive
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stance with the neighborhood because of the impgngliojects such as the Broadway
Corridor, Arroyo Chico, the Development of Downtowand the University. He said
there were four factors that were impending thatldgossibly affect their project
dramatically which was why it was imperative tha plan go forward.

Commissioner Lavaty asked staff if there were amyigion within thePlan that
addresses parking issues around Cherry Field, whiplcted both the field use as well
as the neighborhood. He said he wanted to knoanifthing was included in the
document because by just hanging “no parking” sigas not going to alleviate the
problem.

Ms. Ruopp stated there were not any specific smstior strategies at that point
included in the document regarding the parkingdssu

Commissioner Mayer asked if staff's recommendati@s to have the item set
for Public Hearing at the next Planning Commisdibeeting, why did they not receive
the most recent draft the Steering Committee haalt deast the substance of the more
detailed policies that were being presented.

Ms. Ruopp stated the Commission saw what the psligiere and what came
next were the strategies. She said the policigs Wi pieces and the strategies were the
ideas. She added, because of Council Member Leapport, the neighborhood wanted
to get the project to the Mayor and Council befdi@ember 24, 2009, which was his
last meeting. She said staff could getRten to the Commission sooner than when they
usually received their meeting packet for reviewhe said in the eagerness of the
neighborhood wanting to get the amendment readysfitamission, some information
might have been left out of the Commissioners’ pé&k

Commissioner Maher asked if a Neighborhood PreservZone (NPZ) was in
the future for the Miles Neighborhood.

Corky Poster, Miles Neighborhood Representativatedtas far as he knew, the
neighborhood did not currently qualify for a NPZle said they would have to be
determined eligible for the National Registeredtriis before that option could be
discussed.

Commissioner Maher stated he was under the impredisere were positive view
points towards the commercial along Broadway and@khe perimeter. He asked if at
some point, the neighborhood was looking to infeesthe character of the architecture
along that area.

Ms. Ruopp stated the neighborhood had discussedfdhe measures in thiidan
referred to the possibilities of a guideline thaigim be somewhere down the line,
possibly after obtaining the NPZ. She said othant the hope and desire would be to
meet with people who were thinking of developinghe area which the neighborhood
felt was compatible. She added the neighborhoosl weay supportive of commercial
and one of the businesses was the Little Sproutedavhich also made their facility
available for meetings.
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Commissioner Williams stated neighborhood planswery important tools that
helped to get a cohesive neighborhood to get ewery sink with each other and have
more of a community relationship. He said in ortierdevelop the plans, get them
comprehensive and cohesive, and get the buy itmeieighborhood took time which
thatPlan had only been in development for a short periotinoé. He added it seemed to
him thePlanwas trying to be pushed through without lookinglathe aspects that need
to be addressed for a comprehensive plan.

Ms. Ruopp stated staff and the neighborhood wetdrpimg to push it through;
they were rather excited that tRéan went faster than the first two neighborhood plans,
Miramonte and Jefferson Park. She said staffrsejpéimistic goal of twelve months for
the previous neighborhoods which ended up takimmuabvo years. She added both
neighborhoods, especially Jefferson Park had samghtissues and Miramonte was a
bigger neighborhood. She said the Miles Neighbodhwas much smaller and they
worked together. She added the Steering Commitelethe people who attended the
public meetings took the lead in the project. Thléy not feel they needed to rush the
process, but got to the point of what they wantedulting in them wanting to move
forward.

Commissioner Williams asked staff if they felt themprehensive plan truly
represented the neighborhood, did Bian need to be polished or improved and would it
be used as a good tool.

Ms. Ruopp stated every plan might need some palisand/or improving, and
she did not want to say ttan did not need anything. She added there was ndend
planning. She said she had been impressed wéhditiy the meetings and overseeing
the Plan. She stated she felt the public meetings had geed, the group had worked
together, done the editing, and were clear as tat whey wanted. She said the group
brought many people out for the meetings. It haenba very interesting combination of
businesses and neighbors. She added they stilhbadigured out how to get more
renters to the table in a more active way. Shedtstaff had printed up door hangers for
the public meetings and the Steering Committee tbhelkn around and put them on every
door in the neighborhood. She added the Steeriognlttee was very active in
speaking with people and making them interestete &id she felt there was always
something that could be added but the Committadlfely had something they could go
forward with.

Mr. Sumner stated he felt they had taken a venyeacble in thePlan, speaking
to the neighborhood at large, and working with tleegghborhood association. He said a
lot of the ideas in th@lan came from the neighborhood association. They &dhtd see
something much bigger than simply attending mestiagd speaking about issues that
affected them. He added the networking aspechefnieighborhood, since it was so
small, gave them the opportunity to talk with peaplore directly and had more one-on-one by
going door-to-door and letting the neighbors knoWwatvwas going on. He said he
thought the willingness of the people to work thgetand come up with solutions as a
community was a piece of the entire puzzle, thg @fitTucson. He stated he believed in
all their efforts and it was a great opportunity fo great neighborhood with lots of
potential. He said he would like to see it flobrialong with some of the other
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neighborhoods. He added it was one of the oldstoh¢ neighborhoods outside of
Downtown and must be protected. Mr. Sumner saidrtiethe neighborhood wanted to
see thePlan go before the Mayor and Council prior to Counciéfiber Leal’s departure
from office. He said he thought it was importand avithout his support, thelan might
not have happened.

Commissioner Maher stated he was not surprisedPdne went swiftly in terms
of the prototype that staff had developed whicls sgtfor an excellent process. He said
the activism of the neighborhood sounded great.a#led knowing that Ms. Ruopp
and Mr. Poster helped in the process, explainedtivbllan went so smoothly.

Chair Rex asked for a motion to forward the itemgablic hearing at the next
Planning Commission meeting.

It was moved by Commissioner Lavaty, duly secondedforward the Miles
Neighborhood Plan for Public Hearing at the neanRing Commission meeting.

Chair Rex stated there was a motion and second,asked if there was any
further discussion. Hearing none, she asked foll @all vote.

Upon roll call, the results were:
Aye: Commissioners Burke, Lavaty, McBride-Olsen,

Podolsky, Williams, Maher, and Wissler, Vice
Chair Holland and Chair Rex

Nay: NQD@ 77777777777777777777777777777777 - [ Deleted: Commissioner Mayer
NN [ Formatted
Absent/Excused: Commissioners Sayler-Brown. h { Formatted

Motion to forward the Miles Neighborhood Plan foulfic Hearing at the
October 6, 2009 meeting of the Planning Commissias passed by a roll call vote

of 9,0 (Commissioner Mayer abstained) o [ Formatted

777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777 \"5\‘ [ Deleted: 1

POTENTIAL LUC TEXT AMENDMENT — CHARTER S CHOOLS AND SINGLE { Formatted

FAMILY RESIDENCES (STUDY SESSION)

Jim Mazzocco, Planning and Development Serviceanrithg Administrator,
stated the reason the item was on the agenda waghirabout by a discussion with the
chair and some recent legislation that had occuridd said it had to do with Charter
Schools and House Bill 20-99 where the basic caneep that charter schools would be
treated the same as public schools. This meagtdbenot have to follow the regular
zoning and regulations procedures. He added tlvaszone provision in the bill that
allowed for a zoning regulation to be createdwds a statement with a “may” verb in it.
He said it stated, “....except that a County or Mipaltity may adopt zoning regulations
that prohibit a Charter school from operating inexisting single family residence that
was located on property that was less than an”ad¢ie. said a municipality, which the
City of Tucson was, could adopt that as a zonimylagion. He stated it was advertised
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for a Study Session which usually got forwarded pablic hearing, except that the
potential text amendment could not be set for pubiearing. He said it was a
hypothetical text amendment that had not beeraisii by the Mayor and Council. He
added what the Commission could do was to have te, Vb they chose to; after
discussion and deliberation, request that the Mayad Council initiate it as a text
amendment. If they did that, then the text amendm@&mld come back to the Planning
Commission for a Public Hearing whereby it coulddigcussed and decided on at that
point in time. He said what the Commission wasngpbn this day was to ask the Mayor
and Council to initiate the text amendment with theught that it would be a good idea
for it to be included theand Use Code He added, as background, House Bill 2099 went
into effect and became law on October 1, 2009. said without that provision in the
Land Use Codet meant a charter school could be put in an exgstesidence that was
less than one acre.

Commissioner Maher asked if it was in existing Brfgmily residences. He said
it did not show that information in the documentsyided to the Commission whether it
was existing or new residences or if it mattered.

Mr. Mazzocco stated it said existing single famidgidences in the actual House
Bill itself. He said staff put together some diaftguage that the Commissioners could
look at but was merely draft like. He added theaustoBill stated existing which meant,
even if there was the zoning regulation, if thestwg building was torn down and the
property was owned, a new building could be buitt & could still be done.

Commissioner Maher asked for clarification, coulomsone still build and
construct a charter school even though it waste statute signed by the Governor, but
was not in our code.

Mr. Mazzocco stated that was how he understood it.

Tom McMahon, Principal Assistant City Attorney, teth there would be a small
exception which the Arizona Revised Statute (AR®UM allow the City of Tucson to
adopt the exception. If adopted, the prohibitecegxion would be treated the same in all
other aspects, they would be restricted. He datdnas not adopted, then ARS would
be likely to have a more encompassing effect sushha example Mr. Mazzocco
gave.

Commissioner Maher stated that was not the ansevevas looking for. He said
what he wanted to know was why the City of Tucserded to revise its code if ARS
dictated or was it different then what the Housk giid.

Mr. McMahon said the State’s municipalities couttbpt the provision and have
the prohibition; the ARS did not prohibit it. Hé¢ated it was a case where that said
municipalities may adopt if they choose to prohibit

Commissioner Holland stated it would be a restictif and only if a
municipality would enact it.
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Commissioner Mayer stated he thought the City shadopt the provision
without any question. He said the legislature hpled a gapping hole in the regulatory
scheme of all municipalities and counties unlikbeotstate entities who have well
developed facilities and designed units that hadlegions which were not always liked,
such as mobile communities. He added it was lo@ieatiCharter Schools were private
entities typically operating on private land. Hked if there had been any legal analysis
that the legislature may have overstepped theintbaties. He stated it was not in Title 9

or Title 11 of the statutes that covered zoning for municifgsiand counties. He said. - { peleted: 10
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what the legislation did was view private entitgserating on private land with state - { Formatted

immunity, which was a lot different than the traatiial public school system. He said \{Formatted

there had been recent County litigated where thislgure passed something that was
preempted. The courts ruled that the private gatould not go back and control zoning
decisions by Boards of Supervisors. He added dendi have an opinion on the
provision but it was a thought that had occurred ha imagined many municipalities
and the League of Arizona Cities and Towns woultbb&ing at those issues.

Mr. McMahon stated that was a very interesting ésand there was research
going on regarding the overall nature and effe¢hefstatute. He said he did not think it
needed to be resolved for the purposes of it bleéfgre the Commission at present and
said there would be future research to happen.

Mr. Maher said there was often a presumption thia¢émwpreempted legislation
was adopted by the legislature, that was the lastiybout if the traditional public school
or other state entities were used, the immunityld/oaly apply when the state entity or
traditional public school operated in a governmegtpacity. If they operated in a
proprietary capacity, they very well established lsm Arizona that local regulations
applied and would cover things such as openingoege stront, selling team sports
memorabilia, leasing to sell towers, or going iattvertising putting up billboards that
were locally regulated and would fully apply.

Mr. McMahon stated the language in the statute masprecise enough and he
could not personally address it, but said sombeoissues raised by Commissioner Maher were
some of the issues he was currently involved iraeshing. He said he wished the
language in the statute was sufficient so it hatkar cut answer of its meaning in saying
Charter Schools were to be treated the same agcRghbols for the purpose of zoning
which was going to require some research and ditamus He added he could assure the
Commission that research was currently being donh@issues that had been raised.

It was moved by Commissioner Lavaty, duly seconded carried by a voice
vote of 10 to O (Commissioner Sayler-Brown absettt)yecommend the text in the
“draft” Potential LUC Text Amendment to the Mayor and Council in ordar $taff to
make the necessary revisions toltlh@d Use Code.

RECESSED: 8:40 pm

RECONVENED: 8:53 pm
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Chair Rex reconvened the meeting. All Commissismegre present as they were
at the beginning of the meeting (Commissioner Sa§tewn absent)

GENERAL PLAN UPDATE

Chris Kaselemis, Housing and Community Developni2zaepartment, Planning
Administrator, stated th&eneral Plan (GP)was the responsibility of the Housing and
Community Development Department as well as Negghborhood Plan He said he
wanted to give an update to the Commission on wh&x# was with the process and
what was going forward. He stated tB# was a State mandated policy plan that
required voter ratification every ten years. TherentGP was adopted by the voters in
November 2001 and needed to go back to the vateldoivember 2011. He said staff
had been doing a lot of preliminary work on the ated He stated the update would
guide Tucson’s future course of action for thedwaiihg ten years. He said staff was
basing theGP’s update on the principals of smart growth and suestélity. He added a
list of things staff had done in the past:

Developed a work plan timeline

Critiqued the old plan

Established goals for the update
Researched other plans around the country
Developed a framework

Mr. Kaselemis stated staff had also done a loteskarch on past community
visioning outreach efforts. He said staff was ently working on:

e guided principals,
* policies, and
e community participation and involvement

Mr. Kaselemis stated the guided principals werdraft form and were intended
to set the boundaries for the policies in @i& He stated there was a list of nine guided
principals in “early” draft form which he said heated to give examples of the types of
things staff was looking at including for the guddgrincipals. He said an example was
Sustainable Smart Growth Approach, where the Cibylds work towards a sustainable
future by imploring smart growth strategies in gioeal perspective in the development
of our community. He said the idea was, if theyGiet guided principals that were very
broad, then those policies that staff came up ¥atheach of the areas, would fit within
the guided principals. He added another exampke Reasonal Health and Well being,
recognizing the importance of health and well berfigndividuals and promoting the
development of a built environment that fosteregsidal and mental health.

Mr. Kaselemis distributed another document, whiehshid was an early draft of
the Community Participation and Involvement PlarHe said State law required the
Mayor and Council’s approval of tHdan. He said what staff was contemplating was to
have six town halls, one in each council ward, $&ffscould discuss the guided
principals, introduce the concept of &, get basic input from the community and then
have three topical community workshops. TB&E would be broken down into three
main areas; Smart Growth which was the developraemt of theGP, Environmental
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Integrity which would address sustainability aneérgy, and Social Economic Prosperity
which was the human need area. He said the contynworkshops would be based on
the three themes with discussion of the draft pediicn each workshop.

Mr. Kaselemis stated the City Manager's Office veasbarking on something
called Community Key Service Dialogues (CKSD). s$#éd the City Manager felt it was
important for the City to connect with the communib find out what their values were
and to ensure the City’s budget priorities weranglthe same lines with the community’s
budget priorities of what they thought were impottaHe said he was helping work on
the CKSD which would start at the end of Septemlide stated there were to be eight
ward-based dialogues and several resource orgmmizdialogues. The ward-based
dialogues would be open to all citizens and theusse organization dialogues would be
all the organizations funded by the City in someyvaad who had involvement in the
public realm. They would be invited to send a espntative to attend the dialogue to
speak and provide input into one of the four aredke GP would be broken up into
three areas and the CKSD would be broken up inio dceas: Economic Health, Human
Need, Environmental Sustainability and strong Comitgjuand Neighborhoods. He
stated those dialogues would be based on seruitbethaGP would focus on policies at
a higher level. He said the meetings would rumftbe end of September through about
the beginning of January and once those meetingedenstaff would begin their
meetings on the public involvement for €. He said some of the people who would
help with the CKSD would also be help staff witkithpublic forums for th&P to make
sure they were coordinated.

Commissioner Mayer stated he wanted to get a geidga of some of the
concepts. He asked if it was seen as an updakesweihe supplemental policies with
some minor adjustments of existing policies or wagewed as a greater overhaul of an
existing document.

Mr. Kaselemis stated staff started with the poficie the currenGP and found
some of them to be very good policies, a lot ofrtheere already based on sustainability
and smart growth so staff would to start with thodde said staff was open to new
policies, but it all depended on the topical aresytwere thinking of and maybe land use
would be a little more aggressive. He added $tadf not gotten into the “meat” of those
policies so he did not know for sure, but staff wksrly open to things that were a little
more progressive than what was in the curdt He said staff felt the curre@®P was
pretty solid so he did not see it looking one heddand eighty degrees different.

Commissioner Burke asked if the work plan and threline could be found on
the website for th&P's.

Mr. Kaselemis responded affirmatively. He said therk plan and timeline
might slightly be tweaked after staff met in thexnvo weeks. He added thi@P’s
update would have be presented to the Planning Gssion, two public hearings held,
one in the Mayor and Council Chambers and the atbemewhere in the community,
most likely on the eastside of the City and themadtild need to go to the voters. He said
staff needed to work backwards in remembering tiadate needs to go to the voters in
November 2011. Staff needs to create their timeflarewhere the update should be at
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what time in order to get the update ready by Ndwan?011. He stated staff had
planned on beginning the Community Participatiorrksbops during the summer but
with the City Manager's CKSD meetings, staff hadviit.

Commissioner Maher asked if Mr. Kaselemis had pegpthe CKSD for the City
Manager.

Mr. Kaselemis responded he had not. He said thmaoneas prepared by Nicole
Ewing-Gavin, Assistant to the City Manager. Heedithere was a core team headed by
Ms. Ewing-Gavin, which he was a part of along witlbert Elias, Leslie Liberti, and
Christina Parisi.

Commissioner Maher stated as the President of dlu¢h8rn Arizona Chapter of
the American Institute of Architects, a represamtafrom that organization was missing
from the list of the core team members. He sagy ttould add input to all four of the
categories.

Mr. Kaselemis stated he would make a note of that.
Commissioner Mayer stated he wanted the team memépeated.

Mr. Kaselemis stated the internal team consistedurogelf, Nicole Ewing-Gavin,
Assistant to the City Manager, Christina Parisi,si&&gant to the City Manager,
Albert Elias, Director of Housing and Community Edéepment Department, and
Leslie Liberti, Director of the Office of Conseri@t and Sustainable Development. He
stated there would be many other City employeetherteam. He said there was about
twenty-five City Facilitators being utilized andher City staff would attend training in
order to save money instead of hiring outside tatdrs. He added many of department
heads were very involved as it was a high pridotythe City Manager.

LAND USE CODE (LUC) SIMPLIFICATION PROJE CT UPDATE

Jim Mazzocco, Planning and Development Services aRe@nt, Planning
Administrator, his presentation was the same ptasien staff had given to a group
called theLand Use Code (LUCFommittee appointed after the Mayor and Counei la
September, and were given direction to go forwaiith whe LUC Simplification. He
said, following his presentation, Adam Smith, Plagnand Development Services
Department, Principal Planner, would give a briefsgntation that was also presented to
the LUC Committee as directed by the Mayor and CouncilDoly 8, 2008, when they
asked staff to do some short term and long termgémato the UC, specifically parking
as a long term revision. He added the Mayor andnCibtold staff they wanted to go
forward with the revision but to do some subterdrgnges at the same time. He said
those were the two big projects staff had beeneptesy to thd UC committee.

Mr. Mazzocco gave the following information in H®wer Point presentation
that showed the new name of thgC to be theUnified Development Code (UD@)
reduce confusion instead of referring to theldlC and the new.UC. He said the new
name would be for most of the zoning codes in B@0Z%ra. He stated the narhi)C,
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implied the unification of subdivision regulatiorend land use regulations. The
following information from the presentation was e up of the neWDC:

» Articlel: General Provisions  (Scope/applicability,  severability,
relationship to other ordinances, etc.)

» Article Il: Review Authorities (Who made decisions, scope of powers of
decision-making bodies with summary table)

» Article lll: Review Procedures (Procedures for each type of review or
permit, such as rezoning, subdivisions, and vadanwith summary table and
flow charts)

» Article IV: Zone Districts (Listing of all zone districts, allowable uses, and
special district regulations with summary use table

» Article V: Use Regulations (Standards for special exception uses,
temporary uses, accessory uses, etc.)

» Article VI: Dimensional Standards and Measurements(Height, setback,
and other similar standards; rules of measurement)

» Article VII: Development Standards (All substantive standards such as
landscaping, parking, natural resource protecttn)

» Article VIII: Subdivision Standards (Standards and requirements relating
to subdivisions, not including procedures)

» Article IX: Nonconformities (Provisions relating to nonconforming uses,
structures, and lots)

» Article X: Enforcement and Penalties

» Article XI: Definitions and Rules of Construction

Mr. Mazzocco stated Clarion Associates, the coastiithad recommended as
part of the scope of services, that staff proceitd tlat particular set up, the outline, of
the newUDC. He said it would consist of eleven chapters;fitst two chapters, Article
I and Il had already gone public. He added staff bn attorney/client privilege stage
where staff had spoke with Clarion Associates aloeittwo chapters and now Clarion
Associates returned the documents back to stafflwiviere distributed to the public, the
LUC Committee, the Planning Commission and others héd requested them. He
stated there was still plenty of time and did nantthe Commissioners to think it was
the last opportunity to comment on the first twajters.

Mr. Mazzocco said staff would be coming back to@mmmission as things were
passed along to theUC Committee. He said the Commissioners would si&mgshin
pieces, but ultimately the entire document wouldbgok to the Commission for a Study
Session and Public Hearing. He stated staff's g@al try to give the Commission small
bits of theUDC in a series of study sessions. He said ArticleMdls currently in the
hands of Clarion Associates. He stated staff maat@rney/client comment period on it.
The article was returned to Clarion Associates. eVit was returned back to staff, it
would then be ready to go public. He said Artidlavas big; it was approximately one
hundred pages. Mr. Mazzocco added the next fotrles, Articles IV - VII, were
articles that Clarion Associates had not begun veorlor if they had, staff did not know
much about them at the time. He stated the foligwthree articles, Articles VIII — X
staff had just received and was doing their attpiolient review to make sure the
attorneys agreed with the way the text amendmeaste wrogressing. When they were
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complete, staff would make them public and presiezm to the Commission along with

whomever requests to see them. Articles IV - Viéravthe “meat” of the use regulations,
the dimensional regulations and development stalsdahich were the landscaping and
parking types of regulations. He said what staffexted, before receiving those articles,
was that Clarion Associates to give them a stratefgwhat was going to change the
development designator system to a dimension by ®ystem which was the most
common system used throughout zoning codes in tied)States.

Mr. Mazzocco showed a summary of the scope of sesvin his presentation:

Scope of Services

» Follow diagnostic report recommendations — consddidprocedures, place
responsibilities in one place, clarify vaguenesgmvhossible, reorganize;

» Assure cross-referencing and redundancy were rédduce

* Replace the development designator system withlsmaimensions by zone
approach;

» Use simplified numbering system;

» Provide new language necessary for the transitmm LUC to UDC;

* Acknowledges that there may be other items thatirege-evaluation that
would cause madification in the reformatting.

Mr. Mazzocco stated some questions raised by swffhey went through the
process were:

* What if there was a current way of doing the praredhat worked yet the
written procedure was out of sync with it?

» What if something was vague or dated and neededrnoin major revision
efforts?

* What if the reformat was an opportunity to introduicnew idea into theUC
that improved how it worked?

Mr. Mazzocco stated some types of changes were:

=

* Repetitive mentioning of processes — condense lsgible (neighborhood
meetings, pre-application meetings)

e Clarify terms — remove multiple variations and siamlize the term
(conceptual plans, preliminary development plans)

» Clarify sentences — simplify sentence structurelkdeep meaning.

» Align process with current practices — Commissiod Board of Adjustment
“shall meet once a month” to “shall meet once a ttmamless there were no
cases to hear.”

» Article lll meant the deletion of the site plan pess and consolidation of the
development plan process.

* Make a new change that was simple to do- coul@ igxpressed more simply
or could the process be made simpler to use witlodification?

» Separate checklist-type process items from thelvagulations.

» Note for future reference needed changes that wwerdifficult to do now.

21 PCMN9/02/09



Mr. Mazzocco listed the Key changes to Articlesid &l were:

Transitional RegulationsLUC to UDQ

Minor modification — new concept

The change to PDSD and HCSD duties.

Design Review Board (DRB) Policy Question — Curgent

» Review every permiapplication

» Reviewed for recommendatienthus required two public meetings — most
common function.

* Review when requestdsy director or M/C.

» Heard_appealsf director’s design decision for NPZs.

Mr. Mazzocco stated Proposition 207 made it necgseakeep theLUC and
have the neWwDC at the same time until there was a point in tinmere the.UC could
be dropped to only have thiDC. He said staff wanted to make tH®C more desirable
to use than theUC, so to make the changes, the flexibility optiorsgfdtad made in the
last text amendments were going to be put intddb€ and taken out of theUC. He
added thd.UC would be there and could be used but it would rtedak used fully clad
and not mix the two together on any project. Huest the DRB had about 19 different
things they did but in asking DRB staff, many adsh things occurred only about twice a
year. He said the thing that seemed to be a prghbighich DRB staff and Historic
Preservation Zone (HPZ) staff agreed on, was thB'BPRole in HPZ items. He said they
all felt the DRB may not be the appropriate bodg ahould be taken out of the role of
reviewing HPZ items. He then showed a slide whih ¢urrent and proposed HPZ permit
review process:

e Current— HPZ permit itemm HPZ Advisory Board — Tucson Pima County
Historic Commission (TPCHC) — Director Decision ppeal — DRB — Mayor
and Council.

» Proposed- Miscellaneous permit itemHPZ Advisory Board — Tucson Pima
County Historic Commission (TPCHC) — Director Démis— Appeal — Board
of Adjustments.

» Proposed- Demolition Contributing Structure HPZ Advisory Board —
Tucson Pima County Historic Commission (TPCHC) +eblior Decision —
Appeal — Mayor and Council

Mr. Mazzocco stated the following were the stepth@Reformatting:

» Articles I and Il under public review

» Article Il currently being processed by consultant

e Articles VIII, IX and X on Nonconforming uses, Eméement and
Subdivisions under staff review with attorneys.

» Articles 1V, V, VI, VIl and Xl on Zoning uses, Dinmsions, Development
Standards (parking landscaping etc.) and DefirgtiofPre-ceded by a
replacement of Development Designator recommenuzatio

Mr. Mazzocco stated on April 30, 2009, staff galre following timeline to the
LUC committee:
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» Phase 1 Atrticles | through Il — Development Design and Use strategy -
July 2009

Phase 2 Articles IV through IX - October 2009

Phase 3 Preliminary Draft - November 2009

Phase 4 Final Draft - February 2010

Review by Planning Commission (2-4months)

Mayor and Council review and adoption (1-2 months)

Potential adoption about August/October 2010

Mr. Mazzocco stated after staff got into actualyiewing the documents of the
project, and realizing what it took to do it, stafime up with the following revised
timeline as of August 26, 2009:

Phase 1 Articles | and Il — August/September 2009

Phase 2 Articles Ill and VIl through X — SeptemBetober 2009
Phase 3 Development Designator and Use Stratépvember 2009
Phase 4 Articles IV through VII and XI — DecemB6é09

Phase 5 Preliminary Draft — March 2010

Phase 6 Final Draft — May 2010

Phase 7 Review by Planning Commission (2-4 months)

Phase 8 Mayor and Council review and adoption (deaths)
Potential adoption — November/December 2010

Mr. Mazzocco stated the revised timeline may &#lla little optimistic but it at
least gave a better breakdown of the project. ait Articles | and Il would still go back
to the Planning Commission for their review ancdgsion.

Ernie Duarte, Planning and Development ServicesaBement, Director, stated he
wanted to compliment Mr. Mazzocco for his work aeftbrts along with his team of
planners. He said it was quite an undertakingpogkct that still remained a priority to
the Mayor and Council. He added, in having gomeubh a code reformat with the Sign
Code and seeing the work it involved, it was a prgject. He said the work
Mr. Mazzocco and his team had done with Clariono&iges was tremendous to get to
the point they were at. He added, in Mr. Mazzoand Mr. Kaselemis’ presentations,
they both referenced the recent changes in thésGitganization and consolidation. He
said he thought Mr. Mazzocco and his team was baginto see the benefits to the
consolidation. He said the reformatting of th&lC that Mr. Mazzocco had been
involved in contributed to his success as he hadotnefits of consulting with staff, the
implementers who were processing permits and imgfgimg the provisions of the code
at his disposal. He stated Mr. Mazzocco was ableagsemble teams from the
development review section, ask what something mead ask what the best way of
implementation was, and then provide feedback i@ Associates so that they could
produce a good document. He added he did not teaspeak for Mr. Mazzocco but
thought the consolidation had been a real positiveave those resources available down
the hall as opposed to a few blocks away.
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Commissioner Mayer asked if the work was goingedaalailable in a full strike
over version when it came before the Commissiontidreén parts or as a whole.

Mr. Mazzocco stated it would be impossible to mikas a strike over version.
He said what staff would have available would beribw code and the old code and the
documents of the disposition report that showedravieings went. He stated that would
be what staff would present to the Planning Comimiss He said the disposition report
was a bit of a summary which he had asked Clarissogiates for and they had a more
specific disposition report. He added with Claridesociates’ disposition report, one
could find where things had been moved.

Commissioner Lavaty stated that given the volumevofk the Commissioners
were going to receive, he asked that they receiwvedigital form rather than as printouts
particularly if they are going to be trying to coanp existing language with proposed
language. He said having to go through an entir@ecusing two pieces of paper
simultaneously, would take a long time.

Mr. Mazzocco stated he could send digital copiethéoCommission members as
requested.

Commissioner Williams stated there needed to bayafar the Commissioners to
be able to compare the old to the new and to seii& was any subtenant changes and
exactly what they were. He said a way needed tocteated for the Planning
Commission to do that with a type of formattinghave Clarion Associates reference all
the pieces of the code they put into the sections.

Mr. Mazzocco stated staff had the disposition rep@nd were doing the
comparison. He said when he and Aline Torres, kguand Community Development
Department, Lead Planner, first got the reportskbaben they were still at Urban
Planning and Design, they opened up Section 23#hefTucson Code, tHaJC and the
Development Standards and began the process aj ¢fmiough each line to find where
everything was. He said he was very impressedhthatould actually find the changes.
He added a lot of things had been thrown out bectheye was so much redundancy that
made it look much more complicated than it reallgsw He said when the three
documents were put together and the “meat” takémiihne three, there was not a whole
lot there. He said that was what staff was fouhlet said he would be glad to sit down
with the Commissioners to show them how the repedsked. He added he had taken
that experience on because he thought, as staff;Hhd to verify for themselves what
Clarion Associates had done. He stated what hedfauas a lot of the language was
taken from the code which had been tweaked a bithayging a word here or there to
clarify something.

Commissioner Holland stated if the Planning Comioissvas requesting the
reports in digital format, was it relatively simpgteembed a link so they could review the
current or new language then click the link so duid go to the old or origindlUC
language.
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Mr. Mazzocco stated he could give the Commissioaecepy of the document
with the version that had comments on it. He sa&idtould send that to them right away
if they wanted.

Commissioner Holland stated that would be finehmithought an embedded link
where an address could be pasted in of where thgudmye came from, such as a
hyperlink where you just double click it and thecdments could be viewed side by side.

Mr. Mazzocco stated he would talk to the consulsnte he did not want to add
any more tasks to the project then he had to becthey were barely making it within
the allotted budget amount for the project.

Commissioner Lavaty stated he thought, in talkirithwhe consultants, that they
had a system like that already set up which allotteun to do that for themselves in
order for them to move back and forth between aiyfroposed and drafted language.

Mr. Mazzocco stated Clarion Associates had a muoterslaborate disposition
report that he told them he may be requestingri@iaAssociates said they get it to him.
He added if that was what the Planning Commissianted, that would be the one he
would give them. He said it was color coded wttiolly said some of the color coding
had a couple of meanings but he felt it would halfot to go in the direction the
Commissioners wanted to go.

Commissioner Maher stated it was great work andhfmwhat he was hearing,
other than the provisional new text, everythingeelgas the same intent, just in better
language and there really were not necessarilyggsto the infamousUC regulations
so much as just to the way it was written.

Mr. Mazzocco stated there were changes within theewbut said he would not
classify them as substantive as the yellow chamndpesh were brand new changes to the
language. He said for example, if Article Il wamked at, it used to talk about the
Development Services Department (DSD) and the Deeert of Urban Planning and
Design (UPD), which was in white, now it was talkimmbout the Planning and
Development Services Department and the Housing &whmunity Services
Department and the functions had changed but weresame functions only now they
were under two different departments. He clarifileat it was updating the names so it
was different but still the same.

Commissioner Maher stated he thought that was Wwlataid in comparing the
two documents, as long as the intent or the reignsthad not changed, they had only
been simplified and organized better. He saiddkéd like that for sure and he thought it
was long overdue. He added he was extremely auasuo how it would get done. He
stated staff had missed one of the items in minadifitations; new concept was on one
of the sheets. He said in his mind, it seemedotilg thing that drove everyone crazy
about theLUC, was the way revisions were done or handled;wagé seemed to be
extremely cumbersome which were always hardemttktas well as where they were.
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Mr. Mazzocco stated the appeal and waiver procedwaild be coming to the
Planning Commission in Article Ill. He said Clamid\ssociates had recommended the
idea about a modification change that was of atoefercentage. He added staff would
bring those procedures to the Planning Commissmhifathey liked them great, if they
do not, the procedures could be taken out. He th&@cconcept of minor modification
would be in the next article.

Commissioner Mayer stated he would like to recedvaligital copy of the
presentation or information that was shown at tlaariing Commission meeting before
getting to the actual meeting. He said he hadseen the material in his packet that was
presented. He added in looking at the documemsatticles in yellow, Article | and I,
meant they was new language and it made it solmrdtlie rest of the editing, changes
and consistency issues were pretty minor. He addetw of the things that had not been
involved in language issues and often in certdimsions were some things people could
agree on readily that were certain kind of languaganges and other things were
changing procedures. He added he saw some ofogaitte screen, particularly on some
of the procedural matters. He stated staff wasudsing the procedures they had but
there was no guide in the document the Commissiameeived in terms of any of those
changes being made. He added there were certairgeh reflected in the presentation
and some were left out.

Mr. Mazzocco stated, for the most part, the languag white was from the
current code but there were changes such as thew#yone so it was not mentioned
further in the text but the PDSD was mentioned. &tleled because of how the
reorganization took place, staff had changed wttesdunctions were but were the same
functions.

Commissioner Mayer stated it went without sayingt btaff had mentioned
procedures. For example, the code said one thihfpbsome reason, staff implemented
things in a different way. He said that was thedkof thing that concerned him; that the
code said one thing and staff was doing somethiffgrent. He said that was not
necessarily a consistency or technical kind of geanHe added he saw two different
types of changes but did not see any highlighting.

Mr. Mazzocco stated some of that had occurred tsecafithe complications of
the regulations. He said one of the statementddBl@ssociates had made was that it
was one of the most complicated development redeaument systems that they had
ever come across. He added he did not want to maloeind like staff had gone off on
their own, staff was following procedure but therere steps that staff did not know were
there in some cases. He said staff had done sometimilar to those steps. He stated
in another case, he found staff had done somettongpletely different. He said those
were things that would be taken back to the Plap@ommission in Article Ill, which
would be a little more apparent. He added Artldlevas going to be a lot cleaner than
the current code was because in the current code wemixture of submittal and
procedural information. He stated staff had mageryeeffort to separate submittal and
procedural so the procedures were going to be etdanking than what they were in the
current code.

26 PCMN9/02/09



Commissioner Mayer stated it was a tremendoustedfat in reading some of the
language, even the way new language was structitredpwed a very positive effort.
He said he was a bit concerned about how to madesasients of what were legitimate
changes in the formatting, procedures, and thec ldtat was followed from what was
there and where it was, maybe too much libertyrtake

Mr. Mazzocco stated he thought that was what thelevprocess was about and
staff could make those assessments. He said ligtththey kept true to the scope of
service the best they could and reduced redundéanckeased clarity, and increased
simplicity when ever possible. He said staff wolntdd to those as they went through it
and some people might think staff made it too sémplthat it was important redundancy
so that was why he thought the public hearings @ualic meetings were important to
have those discussions to find out if staff hadegimo far and needed to pull back a bit.

Commissioner Holland stated, out of personal citsipbe had experienced that
there was inherent tension between the code agstied in the City and the code as it
existed in the County. He asked if there was allghreffort going on in the County and
if there was, was it going to make it easier fawgde who function in both universes. He
asked if it was going to make their job easier akenit more complicated and was the
City moving towards what the County had.

Mr. Mazzocco stated as someone who worked in thentgdor twenty-one years,
a lot of the changes in the County code were aleatth his participation. He said he
was very familiar with the County code and he thdughat staff was doing in the City,
was an improvement, at least the new numbering@sysHe said if he were a consultant
working in the City and the County, and was confednby the City’'s newly proposed
numbering system and the numbering system usetidboZdunty, he would see a lot of
similarities. He added it would be something tvatld make it easier to work with the
two jurisdictions. He said the eleven chapterugetvas a much simpler set up that was
similar to things he remembered in the County. added, going back to dimensions by
zone, was a big change that would make it mucteeasd thought what everyone would
find in the new code was that Clarion Asociates hade above and beyond where the
County was. He said the new code had been movedha 2000’s, where the County
code was reformatted and went through the wholegs® back in the mid 1980’s. He
stated the new code was going to start reflectmaglgcs, tables, and color. He added in
Article 11, there would be a table which showed #ie different applications, the
different decision makers with who was making tleeommendation and who was
making the decision. He said it would be able ¢osben easily. He stated there was
going to be a lot of user friendly techniques ia ttew code that were not in the County
code.

Commissioner Maher asked if staff felt the languages much better so that
perhaps there may be fewer instances where it wiriltecessary to implement policy or
an interpretation by the director or the city at&y. He said he was assuming that would
still happen but he always felt th&)C had so many vague portions in it that it was an
attorney document and not a design document. &tedshe was just curious that the
code was moving towards less of that. He addedicdh@ot want it to go away and did
not want to set procedures but hoped the languagebetter to deter those situations.
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Mr. Mazzocco stated he did not know if all of theerpreted issues would be
solved by the reformatting but it being simplergesl. He added not having to consult
three different documents and to have things in pfece helped, so he thought
interpretation should be simpler. He said thereldistill be some problematic language
even when staff got to the point where it was agidpthere might be some problematic
language. He stated part of the exercise woulidl staff saw problematic language and
was too substantive of a change, staff would mailkte of that as it was moved forward
that it was something staff needed to get to inflerént phase of the whole revision
effort. He added it would be the opportunity todfithose places and to make a list of
them and to see if something could be done abarhtin the future if they were not
corrected by the simplification.

Commissioner Maher stated it would be nice if thewes a problem phrase, it
could be addressed in a timely fashion rather tmaring a note from someone to get
passed it. He said there were passages in the tbatlevere not liked by the City
Attorney but had no idea until there happened ta peject that addressed one of them.

Commissioner Burke stated he wondered about théiarship between staff and
the consultant. He asked how the relationship tvasstaff had with the consultant and
was staff satisfied with what the consultant haauight to them so far.

Mr. Mazzocco stated he thought staff had a verydgoslationship with the
consultants and was very impressed with their t&dsli He said the consultants were
very knowledgeable people who had done these typprojects over and over again so
he felt the City profited from the lessons Claridssociates had learned from other
jurisdictions where they had done revisions or mefits of codes. He stated he thought
Clarion Associates realized what they had takewitimthe Tucson Code which they had
described as being more complicated and that wasdahason why they had made the
reformat a little more expensive than other refdemthey had done. He said in the
timelines Clarion Associates had predicted, andrevisgaff was with timelines, it was a
bit of a struggle for them to get through all of e added he had been very impressed
with how well they had performed and the documemts/ided to staff had been very
well done. He said staff found some problems whth documents but were of the type
only an insider would notice and an outsider wooudd necessarily see the connection.
He added he had high expectations as it moved admehdhe looked forward to how the
consultants would come up with a solution for thev&lopment Designator System.

Commissioner Williams stated he was curious asow much it was going to
cost the taxpayers to rewrite the code.

Mr. Mazzocco stated the cost from the start was lumedred forty thousand
dollars. He said in the reorganization, money beeh shifted and there was about fifty
thousand dollars into the current phase that thesevstill working on. He said staff
would see if Clarion Associates came back to thaedhsaid, “you know that hundred and
forty, well there are some issues...”
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Chair Rex stated the Planning Commission appretiadtaff's and the
consultant’s efforts. She said it was a pretty zZngatransformation.

NEW PARKING REGULATIONS UPDATE

Adam Smith, Planning and Development Services Damant, Principal Planner,
stated the Commission had been briefed on theioevisfew months ago but it was not
until recently that staff had begun working on tieision with earnest to theUC
Committee.

Mr. Smith discussed the following background infation in his presentation:

July 2008— The Mayor and Council gave direction to devestyrt- and
long-term solutions to regulatory barriers makinge wof existing midtown
development problematic. The main focus beingarkipg.

September 2008 Initiated LUC Reformat project; also directed staff to
proceed with substantive changes such aP#nking Coderevision.

October 2008(reaffirmed January 2009) - Environmental Planniagd
Resource Management Subcommittee (EPRM) confiredong-term goal
was overalParking Codeevision.

Mr. Smith displayed what the key concerns were WithcurrenParking Code

Outdated (1969), suburban in its focus, and lea@stessive parking areas
Too many uses and too many intensity formulas

Sterilizes existing commercial property and hadlexibility

Not enough distinction between urban and suburlaaking rules

Revisions to the parking code may cause spillavier meighborhoods

Rules based on seating and employees create zemiiogcement problems
Large parking lots in front of businesses creategative community image
Bicycle parking is excessive, especially for busses where bicycle traffic
was unlikely, e.g. appliance and furniture stores

Better regional coordination of parking standard=eded, especially in
suburban areas

Mr. Smith presented the expectations, or the gaats objectives that had been
outlined so far for the parking code revision pepjecluded the following:

Ensure sufficient off-street parking without negaly impacting nearby
residential areas.

Reduce the heat island impact of parking areas.

Address an appropriate modal split to better addrésnsit-oriented
development, urban centers, and suburban areas.

Promote safe, convenient, and efficient design arkipg, circulation, and
access areas.

Simplify the standards
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Mr. Smith stated as a touchstone throughout th&ingrevision project, were
going to be best practices. He said staff wasifgpkt communities across the country
including communities in Arizona for best practicdde showed a sampling of some of
the best practices that were currently being usedher areas, such as:

New zoning districtsor specific plans — allow parking reductions ieafied
areas.

Case-by-case evaluation- allow for customization of parking for specific
uses.

Transit overlays — reduced or waived minimum parking requirememts i
areas served by range of travel options

Shared Parking — allow uses with different hours of operation to reha
parking spaces

Maximum parking requirements — place a cap on the number of spaces
provided

Mr. Smith stated the work plan in developing theomamendations was, staff
would work with theLUC Committee. He said staff had only started an earwéh
them the week before which was just an initial désion. He said in order to make the
project manageable; staff had broken upRlaeking Codeinto four areas which would
be discussed in turn with th&éUC, gather feedback, and develop preliminary
recommendations. He stated the four areas were:

Formulas and Uses
Design Standards
Bicycle Parking
Downtown Parking

Mr. Smith shared some of the feedback form théC Committee that staff
received from the meeting the week before, whickuied:

Additional landscaping and open space needed
Landscaping needs to be appropriate for use of land
Allow greater flexibility

Balanced approach needed

Adjust standards for “mini-dorms”

Allow pervious paving

Do not reduce the formula/number of ADA parking g
Standards need to be enforceable

Mr. Smith stated in the preliminary timeline whialas done in an effort to be in
sync with thd UC simplification timeline, the next steps were:

September/October 2009 — Parking Formulas & Usemetendations
November 2009 — Design Standards

December 2009/January 2010 — Bicycle Parking

February 2010 — Downtown Parking
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April 2010 — Preliminary draft

May 2010 — Final draft

Review by Planning Commission (2-4 months)
Mayor and Council review and adoption (1-2 months)
Potential adoption by November/December 2010

Chair Rex asked how the new changes, recently desies doing, and were they
being used or not.

Mr. Mazzocco stated staff had some issues atbstthought staff was getting
used to it. He said staff had a meeting earliethmm day where they discussed some
projects. He added he saw where there were s@uesighat the development review
staff had not quite understood some of the revssimut were starting to clarify that. He
stated the revisions had only been around for @lecaf months but he thought with in
the next couple of months, staff would have betfep on them. He said staff had
approximately four projects approved, they hadeeed a dozen and a half projects and
some projects where staff had said no but thouigtit was getting better at them. He
added where there were some differences of opirdarnthe phrasing, he said he thought
they were getting a more focused understandingiatgtpretation which would start
working much better within the next few months. &tiled he and staff expected those
provisions to be part of the parking regulationd #rere would be no reason to take them
out. He said the shared use and the case by aadd W able to be blended into the
regulations which he said staff would learn from tise in the next few months how well
they were working and where staff would have to enaky corrections.

Commissioner Lavaty asked if staff could come bacRlanning Commission to
give an update on how the language was working.

Commissioner Maher asked about bicycle parkings&ld he wanted to know if
the homeless enclosures would be going away.

Mr. Smith stated he did not know if they would geag but he said it had been
an issue that was brought up over the bike lockéts.said staff had heard developers
move the boxes from project to project and as sam®ithe inspection was done, they
move the boxes. He added staff had seen photbe dfoxes being used by the homeless
which had become detraction from the developmediteanuisance. He stated there were
ways to resolve that issue and staff was lookingtla&r communities, Portland for one,
as to how to they dealy with the bicycle parkingl &me ratio of the amount of enclosed
and un-enclosed bike racks.

Commissioner Maher stated there was a tremendomycléi community in
Tucson that was very involved and he was curiou® aghere that was going. He said
he was frustrated until Tucson improved more ofrttagor streets to have bike paths. He
added it was disappointing to see bicyclists tryimdight traffic when there was no lane
for them. He stated he was unsure if they coultddped with the code or not but felt it
was frustrating and dangerous.
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Mr. Mazzocco stated he and staff had engaged thesportation Department and
their bicycle planner in the review of the bicygharking regulations. The bicycle
planner had acknowledged that the lockers were l@mdtic and there were better
practices out there. He said staff had asked ittyelle planner and his staff to come up
with some of the best practices for bicycle parkangund the country so we could take a
look at them and see if any of those practices dvaudrk in the Tucson Code.

Mr. Smith stated the City had an objective or al @daeaching a platinum level
with the League of Cyclists: therefore, staff didt wvant to do anything that would
reduce their current gold standard. He said thg Wanted to enhance their regulations
to set the City up for the platinum rating in theufre.

Commissioner Maher asked if that meant there wbeldhared bicycle parking
like the current shared parking Downtown. He adithede was a tremendous amount of
people who went back and forth through Downtown soiche of them rode their bikes,
so it would be nice to have something to addrespénking but not the enclosures.

Mr. Smith stated it was possible to have somethikggthat in the future.

Commissioner Mayer stated it was the third or fowagenda item where there
was information out on the screen in which hadlbean provided to the Commissioners.
He asked staff if that was going to be the stand@etating procedure for the future or
was it an anomaly because of the change of thertthegiats.

Ernie Duarte, Planning and Development ServicesaBegent, Director, stated
staff would attempt to get all the information hretpacket to the best of their ability on
each agenda item. He said there was one item vetédhsupplemented the information
at the request of Chair in their pre-meeting. Bie staff would strive to do a better job.

Mr. Mazzocco asked the Commissioners if they wapgguer copies of the Power
Point presentations staff could send them eleatedlyi He said he wanted to clarify the
Commissioners request and ensure staff gets theahthwly were asking for.

Chair Rex stated, what she often saw in the packetse cover sheets. The
Planning Commission did not know or receive muchrarioformation about the items.
She said a summary sheet or an electronic copyeofdmplete presentation would help.
She added if it was too difficult to get a summahget together, staff could email the
entire item or presentation and that would betalytneeded. She stated it was hard to
prepare questions on the fly for staff when the @issioners do not know what it was
staff was going to present.

Mr. Mazzocco stated staff could definitely send pinesentations electronically to
the Commissioners with no problem. He added sonestiit was not easy to get
everything done by the day the items should beedailt.

Commissioner Mayer stated in the old days, thers avhard deadline and if all
the staff did well, they better have their work dadn time to get it into the packets. He
said there were some supplements for late delibatyeven if that was the case, there
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was a big difference between having something emdiie day before, like a few items
were, than not having anything at the meeting.

OTHER BUSINESS
a. Mayor and Council Update

Jim Mazzocco, Planning and Development Services alRe@nt, Planning
Administrator, stated nothing that had recentlyrbeefore the Planning Commission had
reached the Mayor and Council for any kind of deais He said there were a couple of
items that would be presented to them shortly; GBent-Alvernon Area Plan
Amendment:Fort Lowell Road/Walnut Road and the Infill Incemti District and
Modification of Regulations Process on Septemhe2(®9. He added the Feldman’s
NPZ went before the Zoning Examiner on August I®)®and on August 20, 2009, the
Zoning Examiner put out a recommendation of apgroira his preliminary
recommendation. He stated staff expected the fteime presented to the Mayor and
Council in mid October

b. Other Planning Commission Items (Future agenda item for
discussion/assignments)

» Update on Parking Reduction
» Public Hearing items

C. Update on Water and Wastewater Study Oversight Comiittee by Planning
Commission Members

Commissioner Maher stated Commissioner Sayler-Brax&a on the committee
in which he had exited from the Committee disapfogly. He said he tried to catch up
but it was an extremely complicated Committee thed white paper documents being
written and had issued a nhumber of them to movetdsva final report. He added the
Committee had a very brisk schedule in gettingfitined report written by the deadline of
November 5, 2009. He said it was a very intensmi@ittee and were evaluating the
water situation, amount of water calculations, howrch water there would be in the
future, and how to retrieve it and recycle it. stated he looked forward to seeing the
report and the Committee had all of their whitegragports online. He said fortunately
the first portion of those were executive summavidsch were excellent in terms of
giving an idea of what the report entailed. Heeatlthe reports had graphics, studies that
showed the impact of mass transit as opposed tdifgimore roads and what had to
done with either the water infrastructure or theoant of water that would be needed.
He said it would be an entire session of what thmm@ittee looked at, what they studied,
what they issued and the white paper documentsstéied it was incredibly important
and did not want to misstate or misunderstand tindys He added Tucson was a desert
and there was only so much water. He said he titooige of the key things that had
been talked about was, someday, people would lwapey for the real cost of water. He
added there had been an article in the Star ahewituation and had been various books
by local people who were water follies. He saidhmight it was coming to a head some
time shortly in terms of any decisions for thos¢hie development community who were
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10.

11.

already seeing it. He said the real cost of theewaeeded to be looked at and added
Tucson Water was doing their best trying to grabateter water was out there or
purchase more water reserve.

Chair Rex asked if there were any other Commissfomeno would like to
replace Commissioner Sayler-Brown on the Wastewadenmittee.

Commissioner Maher stated he was not sure the Ctbeamivas looking for a
replacement because they were nearing the endsaldethere maybe one more report
and then they would compile it all into a summanje added the Committee did not
want to make any recommendations to the Mayor amth€ll on the individual reports;
they want to make a final recommendation on thgeeptoject.

CALL TO THE AUDIENCE
None

ADJOURNMENT - 10:15 p.m.
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